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And Republicans stepped up to the 

plate, made a very difficult decision. 
Like you said, maybe we should have 
some criticism for not having offsets. 
But seniors out there today don’t have 
to make that decision about whether I 
break this pill in half or whether I 
don’t take it today or whether I buy 
food. 

And you ran across that in your prac-
tice. I mean, I would look in our area, 
many widows that I would see would 
have a $600, $700 a month Social Secu-
rity check and maybe a $100 or $200 a 
month pension. And you write three 
prescriptions, and the first thing they 
say is, Dr. ROE, it’s gone. And you 
could easily do that. So I want to 
thank you for your vote. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank my 
colleague. 

And Madam Speaker, I thank you, 
and I thank the leadership of the Re-
publican Party for allowing us to bring 
this information to our colleagues in a 
bipartisan way. 

We are all about solving these prob-
lems. We talked basically about the 
sustainable growth formula, the way 
we pay doctors for a volume of care. 

Clearly, we’re going to have to go to 
paying for quality of care. We don’t 
have time to get into all the details of 
that today, but in the next Special 
Order hour that the Doctors’ Caucus 
leads, we’ll get into more details about 
what we’re going to recommend to our 
committees, to our leadership, to both 
sides of the aisle in regard to solving 
this program. 

And with that, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAMES OF MEM-
BERS AS COSPONSORS OF H.R. 
423 

Mr. COFFMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to remove as 
cosponsors from H.R. 423 the following 
representatives: Representative ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Representative JANICE 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Representative 
STEVE STIVERS. 

On February 26, 2013, three names 
were added as cosponsors that were not 
intended to be included. They were 
meant to be added to another bill I in-
troduced, H.R. 435. 

Their removal is only necessary due 
to a clerical error on the part of my of-
fice, rather than a decision by the four 
offices. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
f 

HOLLOW IDEOLOGIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
it’s always my honor to be recognized 
to speak here on the floor of the United 

States House of Representatives, and 
I’m privileged to hear from the ‘‘Dr. 
Phil Show’’ that we’ve just listened to 
over this past 60 minutes. 

I have a few things on my mind that 
I’d like to inform you of, Madam 
Speaker. And I’d start with this: that 
sometimes we need to take a look at 
the bigger, broader direction that this 
Congress is going and this country is 
going. 

And one of the things that I’ve 
learned, being involved in the legisla-
tive process, in fact, back in the Iowa 
State Senate some years ago, one of 
my colleagues said we’re so busy doing 
that which is urgent that we’re not ad-
dressing those things that are impor-
tant. And that should frame all the 
things that we do. 

We should have a long-term plan. We 
should have a big picture plan, and the 
things that we do should fit into that. 
We should be putting the pieces of the 
jigsaw puzzle together under that 
broader view. 

And how does that broader view fit? 
Our Founding Fathers understood it. 

They understood the perspective of his-
tory. They knew where they stood in 
history, and they acted accordingly. 
They understood human nature. They 
understood human universals. 

They watched the continuum of his-
tory to get up to their point, and they 
made deep, long-term, broad, delibera-
tive decisions that were difficult and 
debated, they were hard-fought out, 
and they put those pieces in place for 
us. It’s clear to me when I read through 
the documents of our Founding Fa-
thers that they understood history and 
human nature. 

It’s not as clear to me, Madam 
Speaker, when I serve here in this Con-
gress and engage in debates here on the 
floor and in committee and in sub-
committee and around in the places 
where we’re often called upon to com-
ment or listen to the comment of oth-
ers, that we’re looking at this from the 
big picture. 

So something that brought this home 
for me was on a trip that I was in-
volved in dealing with negotiations 
with the Europeans, and one of the 
speakers who was an expert on the 
Middle East made a presentation about 
the Muslim Brotherhood. And I’m not 
here to speak about the Muslim Broth-
erhood except this: that part of his 
presentation was that the Muslim 
Brotherhood is, according to the speak-
er, a hollow ideology. I put that in 
quotes, ‘‘a hollow ideology.’’ 

Now he said that they can’t sustain 
themselves over the long term because 
their belief system isn’t anchored in 
those things that are timeless and real, 
those things like the core—now, I’m 
going to expand a little bit—the core of 
faith, the core of human nature, but a 
hollow ideology. 

So when he used that term and pro-
fessed that hollow ideologies cannot 
continue, that they will eventually ex-
pire because they’re sunk by their own 
weight, rather than buoyed by a belief 

system, then I began to look at our 
Western civilization. 

And we are, here in the United 
States, Madam Speaker, the leaders of 
Western civilization. 
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And so when the allegation of a hol-
low ideology is placed upon the Muslim 
Brotherhood, I have to wonder: can I 
make the argument that our ideology 
is full and wholesome and identifies 
our values that are timeless? And are 
the pillars of American exceptionalism 
restored with the ideology we carry 
here? And do we strengthen this Nation 
so that the next generation has the op-
portunities we had or do we just igno-
rantly wallow through the day-to-day 
urgent decisions of Congress without 
dealing with the broader picture of who 
we are and, particularly, how we got 
here? 

I look back to the time when I first 
ran for office. I was putting together a 
document that I wanted to hand out to 
my, hopefully, future constituents. I 
believed that I should put a quote in 
there that sounded wise, and hopefully 
was wise. 

As I sat in my construction office 
about 1:30 in the morning, I wrote up 
this little quote. Part of it is naive; an-
other part of it, I think, is appropriate. 
And the quote was this: that human 
nature doesn’t change; that if we ever 
get the fundamental structure of gov-
ernment correct, the only reason we 
need to reconvene our legislative bod-
ies are to make appropriations for com-
ing years or adjustments for new tech-
nology. 

Madam Speaker, when you think 
about what that means, if we ever get 
government right, if we ever get our 
laws in place, our regulations in place 
so that they reflect and bring about 
the best of human nature, since human 
nature doesn’t change and it hasn’t 
changed throughout the generations, 
then just make the adjustments for ap-
propriations in new technology, that is 
a correct statement, I believe. But it is 
pretty naive about the reality of com-
ing to a consensus on getting the fun-
damental structure of law correct, let 
alone the fundamental structure of reg-
ulations correct, without regard to the 
changing technology that always is 
thrust upon us here. 

We are continually going to be in an 
argument, in a debate, about the fun-
damental human nature, how people 
react to public policy and about where 
we would like to see society go. Those 
of us on my side of the aisle believe 
that we have values that are timeless. 
Whatever was true 2,000 years ago is 
true today, and whatever was sin 2,000 
years ago is sin today. 

There are those on the other aside of 
the aisle, many of them would advo-
cate that society isn’t going in the 
right direction unless you are con-
stantly changing things, without re-
gard to the values we are changing, 
without having to grasp for a higher 
ideal, just grasping for change. If 
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change is the mission and they are 
launched upon that mission, they be-
lieve they are doing good because they 
are eliminating the things that we 
have had and adopting something dif-
ferent, not necessarily something bet-
ter. And they don’t even argue that it 
is better, but they argue for change. 

I would say this, Madam Speaker: 
that we have fundamental values, that 
these fundamental values have been 
clear to our Founding Fathers. They 
are rooted in human history. They go 
back to the time of Adam and Eve. But 
the things that we should keep track of 
here are those things that our Found-
ing Fathers looked at as well, that 
being the rule of law is one of the es-
sential pillars of American 
exceptionalism. Without it, we can’t be 
a great country. Most of the pillars of 
American exceptionalism are listed in 
the Bill of Rights. 

Our Founding Fathers got it right. 
When they guaranteed us, in the First 
Amendment, the freedom of speech, re-
ligion, assembly, and the press, all of 
that rolled up in one amendment, 
think what that means. 

And I would argue, especially to our 
young people, Madam Speaker, that if 
we don’t exercise these rights—and our 
Founding Fathers made it very clear, 
these are God-given rights. Thomas 
Jefferson wrote it in the Declaration, 
as signed by the hands of those Found-
ing Fathers that pledged their lives, 
their fortunes, and their sacred honor, 
that these rights come from God. And 
it is the first time that concept had 
been argued, established, and put down 
as a foundation of this Republic. It is 
not the beginning of these God-given 
rights; it is the most defensible version 
of it. 

I would take us back to the origins of 
the rule of law, which seems to be get-
ting eroded here in this Congress—in 
the House and in the Senate and in the 
White House. I don’t have that same 
charge to the Supreme Court these 
days, but I would test them in a couple 
of places, perhaps in a different venue, 
Madam Speaker. 

The rule of law, the foundation of the 
rule of law, I will say that was handed 
down by Moses, Mosaic Law. And as 
that law was handed down and we went 
through those times after the birth of 
Christ—and we saw during that period 
of time of Christ that the Greeks and 
the Romans had embraced Mosaic Law, 
even though they sometimes good- 
naturedly teased each other about bor-
rowing their ideas about the rule of law 
from Moses—it is true, Mosaic Law 
flowed into Greek law and Roman law. 

If you look at history, the Romans 
flowed across Western Europe all the 
way up into England up into Ireland. 
They established themselves in a big 
way because of the rule of law. 

That rule of law was torn asunder 
about the time that the Dark Ages 
began, around 406 AD to around 410 AD, 
when Rome was sacked and we saw 
ourselves go into the Dark Ages. And, I 
will say, the uncivilized began to de-

stroy anything that they saw that was 
evidence of the civilizations of the 
Greeks and the Romans. They tore 
down the buildings. They tore down the 
symbols, those things that reminded 
them of the former civilization. 

Out of that, the Roman church col-
lected and protected many of those 
documents of the classics and the Irish 
monks collected and protected many of 
the classics of the era of the Greeks 
and the Romans. And we went through 
those hundreds of years of the Dark 
Ages when people forgot how to think 
about the age of reason, how to apply 
deductive and inductive reasoning, ra-
tional thought. That disappeared, and 
it became the rule of emotion rather 
than the rule of law, the society driven 
by instinct and emotion rather than a 
society that was ordered by rational 
thought. 

And how did this come back to-
gether? We think we couldn’t lose this 
again today, Madam Speaker. It was 
lost at one time, and it was recon-
structed again after hundreds of years. 

I think about how that was bridged. 
There are a number of symbols of the 
bridging of the classical period of the 
Greeks and the Romans through the 
Dark Ages into the Middle Ages and 
into today. 

One of those symbols would be the 
Cologne Cathedral dome in Germany. 
Now, if I have my history right—and I 
am going to speak generally, Madam 
Speaker, because I didn’t commit this 
to precise memory for the purposes of 
delivering it, but conceptually I will— 
the origins of that cathedral and that 
church and that diocese there began 
about 330 AD or so. 

Can you imagine, before the fall of 
the Roman Empire, the Christian faith 
was building gothic edifices in Western 
Europe as monuments and symbols of 
the deep core of their belief system, 
not a hollow ideology, but a full ide-
ology driven by a Christian faith and 
followed along by individual rights. 

The foundation of the Cologne Cathe-
dral dome began to be laid around 330 
AD. The architectural plans, as I recall 
them, for the church that exists today 
was about 832 AD. Then they began to 
build for a few hundred years. Around 
about 1100 AD or so, they ran out of 
money. 

Now, we haven’t yet emerged from 
the Dark Ages, but it is beginning. 
Hundreds of years of Dark Ages and the 
construction of this church had 
stopped. They ran out of money. The 
Dark Ages had suppressed it, and the 
image and the vision of this not hollow 
but full ideology had to weather 
through centuries. 

Then coming out of the Dark Ages in 
1100 AD or so, they began their fund-
raising drive again. For 600 years they 
raised money to finish the cathedral 
that was planned. Architectural draw-
ings were put down on parchment 
about 832 AD. 

They picked up those plans 600 years 
later, the same plans, to complete the 
church that was completed in the late 

part of the 19th century and exists 
today. 

That is an idea of the length of time 
that a vision can sustain itself. A not 
hollow but a full ideology can drive 
itself through the collapse of the 
Roman Empire, through the Dark 
Ages, through the reconstruction pe-
riod, into the modern era and survive, 
in fact, survive all the allied bombers 
that went over it in World War II. That 
is a vision of not a hollow ideology but 
a full ideology that is driven by cul-
ture, by civilization, by faith. 

Here we are today. As I listen to that 
presentation about the hollow ideology 
of the Muslim Brotherhood, I thought: 
what is our agenda here in Congress? 
Does this agenda reflect our value sys-
tem? Does it anchor in these core be-
liefs that go back in a timeless way? 
Does it recognize that there are human 
universals that never will change? And 
does it recognize that we are motivated 
by those human universals and that it 
is anchored in our value system? 

I don’t know that our agenda reflects 
that these days. It seems as though we 
are running herky-jerky from one eco-
nomic issue to another economic issue, 
not with a long view picture, but with 
the idea that we are going to get past 
this crisis and then somehow we are 
going to put this back together on the 
other side of the crisis. 
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That’s the case with the fiscal cliff. 
That’s the case with reordering the 
issues of sequestration, continuing res-
olution, and, later on, the debt ceiling. 
These are the urgencies that are being 
addressed, sometimes at the expense of 
the bigger picture. 

It would be different if we were deal-
ing with urgencies that were fitting 
the jigsaw puzzle pieces into the big 
picture, but I don’t believe that we are. 
I think that we are starting to lose 
sight of who we are as a people and 
we’re starting to lose our grip on those 
fundamentals. 

There is a big difference going on in 
this country that we have not seen in 
the history of the United States of 
America, Madam Speaker, and the dif-
ference is this: those of us who believe 
that we have timeless values and that 
we need to be reconstructing and refur-
bishing the pillars of American 
exceptionalism competing against 
those who believe that chiselling those 
pillars of American exceptionalism 
down and replacing them with some-
thing or nothing is preferable to restor-
ing them. I think that that is being 
driven out of the White House and the 
people that share common cause, 
Madam Speaker, with the President of 
the United States. 

This movement that he is driving, it 
divides people against each other. 
When you see this concept of 
multiculturalism—which is something 
that I embraced when it emerged on 
the public scene because I believed it 
was a good tool for us to respect all 
people of all races and all ethnicities, 
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whatever their behaviors might be in 
life. But I began to see that the people 
on the other side were using it as a tool 
to divide, not to unite, a tool to pit 
people against each other rather than 
to draw them together. I’ve seen the 
President use that in his politics re-
peatedly to the extent that I’ve never 
seen in the history of this country. I 
did, though, recognize it. 

When Bill Clinton was elected Presi-
dent, I wrote an op-ed about the meth-
od that he used to appoint his Cabinet. 
That method was: I’m going to put to-
gether a multicultural formula and I 
am going to—and he said this: I’m 
going to appoint a Cabinet that looks 
like America. That would be the quote 
from Bill Clinton after he was elected, 
before he was inaugurated, as he put 
the Cabinet together. 

I thought at that time, the President 
of the United States should be putting 
together a Cabinet that best serves 
America, regardless of what they look 
like. But that wasn’t what happened 
under the Clinton administration, and 
I’m not convinced that’s what’s hap-
pened under any subsequent adminis-
tration, Republican or Democrat, since 
then. But this President has pitted us 
against each other along the lines of 
race, along the lines of ethnicity, with 
sometimes little comments that are 
made that aren’t so subtle. These 
things divide us as a people rather than 
unite us as a people. 

When you hear the promise out there 
that people won’t have to worry about 
their rent check or won’t have to 
worry about their car payment, that 
somebody will take care of you—this 
idea that government is going to step 
in and lift the burden off people and 
take away individual responsibility is 
something that was pervasive in the 
last two Presidential races, particu-
larly in the last one, and it undermines 
the efficiency of the American people. 

We should be thinking, Madam 
Speaker, about a Nation of over 300 
million people that has some of the 
longest and the highest and most sus-
tained unemployment rates in the his-
tory of this country—the Great Depres-
sion would be the exception—and a Na-
tion with around 313 million people in 
it, a little over 13 million people who 
have signed up for unemployment, an-
other number of people that ap-
proaches that of about 20 million peo-
ple that are definably underemployed, 
and that’s just a piece of those who are 
not engaged. 

When we look at the Department of 
Labor’s Web site and we start to add up 
those unemployed to those who are of 
working age simply not in the work-
force, we come to a number of over 100 
million Americans, Madam Speaker, 
that are not contributing to the gross 
domestic product, that are of the age 
group that one would think we would 
get some work out of some of them. 
Now, I recognize in that group of over 
100 million there are some that are re-
tired, some are early retired, some are 
in school, some are homemakers. It’s 

difficult for me to complete the list of 
reasons why people would not be con-
tributing to our economy. 

But we seem to think that 100 mil-
lion Americans not in the workforce 
doesn’t seem to trouble very many peo-
ple in this Congress, but it’s okay for 
us to be looking at 11 or 12 or 20 mil-
lion people that are in this country un-
lawfully, who are working unlawfully, 
and who are, at least theoretically, 
taking jobs that Americans might 
take. 

At one point, Madam Speaker, I 
wrote an op-ed that laid out an anal-
ogy. It described the United States as 
analogous to a huge cruise ship—it 
would also be a sailing cruise ship— 
with 300 million people on it. You need 
some people that will pull on the oars 
and swab the deck and trim the sails 
and work in the galley and clean out 
the cabins and do those kind of things 
up in steerage and in first class and 
wherever else, and somebody there to 
man the navigation and take care of 
the captain. That’s all jobs that happen 
on a cruise ship. And our whole econ-
omy and our society is tied together, 50 
States and 300 million people. 

What kind of people, if they needed 
somebody else to pull on the oars or 
swab the deck or trim the sails or cal-
culate the navigation, what kind of 
people would say, We’ve got 300 million 
people on this ship and we’ve got 100 
million of them that are sitting up in 
steerage, but we need somebody else to 
do the work that those people in steer-
age won’t do, so let’s pull off on this 
continent and load another 10 or 20 
million more people on to do the work 
that people on this cruise ship won’t 
do? No captain in his right mind would 
sail that ship over there and load a 
bunch more people on to do work if he 
had 100 million people up in steerage 
that had opted out because somebody 
is taking care of delivering the food, 
cleaning their cabin, and making sure 
they have a place where they can stay. 
That’s what happens to human nature 
when you have a domestic policy that 
makes it easy to turn the safety net 
into a hammock. 

That’s something that Phil Graham 
used to discuss about how it’s one 
thing to create a safety net—and we’re 
for a safety net in here almost univer-
sally—but to turn the safety net into a 
hammock and then ask somebody else 
to come do work that Americans aren’t 
willing to do is a reach that I’m not 
willing to accept. 

Neither do I accept the idea that 
there’s work that Americans won’t do. 
Every single job category has Ameri-
cans working in it in a majority of that 
job category. We saw some of that data 
today, Madam Speaker. 

So I’d say this instead. We are a 
country that is richer than any coun-
try ever in the history of the world. We 
have more technology than ever in the 
history of the world. We have more 
capital created. We have more human 
capital, more know-how, more can-do 
people out there to pull on the oars and 

trim the sails and navigate the ship 
and do all of the things that need to 
happen. This country has all of those 
assets and all of those resources in 
greater number and supply by any 
measure than any civilization in the 
history of the world, and Madam 
Speaker, we can’t live within our 
means? We have to run a deficit of $1 to 
$1.2 trillion and borrow money from 
the Chinese and the Saudis—and, by 
the way, about half of this debt is held 
by domestic debt, the American people 
that are buying bonds and T-bills. 

But a Nation that’s the richest Na-
tion, the richest culture, the richest 
economy, the richest civilization in the 
history of the world has to borrow over 
$1 trillion a year just to sustain this 
lifestyle that we have, while we have 
100 million—a third of our population— 
that is of working age that is not con-
tributing to the gross domestic prod-
uct. Think of what that means. Think 
how posterity will judge us if we don’t 
step up to our responsibilities, get our 
spending under control, bring more of 
the people into the workforce that are, 
I will say, living off of public benefits. 

I would be willing to submit that you 
won’t find someone on the streets of 
America that can name for you all of 
the means-tested welfare programs— 
Federal programs that are means test-
ed—that we have. That number used to 
be 72. Then it went to 80. This is a num-
ber that has been calculated and pulled 
together by Robert Rector of the Herit-
age Foundation. I asked him, you 
know, I used to quote you at 72, now 
you say 80. What happened? He said, I 
found some more. I said, Is 80 the finite 
number, 80 different means-tested Fed-
eral welfare programs? He said, Well, 
there are at least 80; why don’t you say 
a minimum of 80. 

So 80, a minimum of 80 different 
means-tested Federal welfare pro-
grams, some of them competing with 
each other, and no one can list them 
from memory, and no one has the capa-
bility of understanding how they inter-
relate with each other nor how they 
motivate or demotivate the people that 
they are designed to help. What kind of 
a country would do that? 

And why would we have 100 million 
people of working age not in our work-
force while we’re running up a debt of 
$1.2 trillion a year? We’ve seen that the 
per capita national debt now for a baby 
born in the United States—babies born 
today, their share of the national debt 
is $53,000. It went over $53,000 just the 
other day. So, welcome to the world. 
You’re an American citizen born here 
by birthright citizenship, but you don’t 
have a right not to contribute to pay-
ing off the national debt, and your 
share is $53,000. 
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What kind of a country would do that 
and not tighten its belt and not put 
some of its people to work? And then I 
end up with these economic discus-
sions, Madam Speaker. They come 
from smart people who will say, well, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 07:19 Oct 03, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\MAR2013\H05MR3.REC H05MR3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

5S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH978 March 5, 2013 
the labor force should be determined by 
supply and demand. Why don’t we let 
human migration follow where the jobs 
are? Well, Milton Friedman had the an-
swer to that. He said that you cannot 
have open borders and a welfare sys-
tem, especially one that is as generous 
as our welfare system is. 

So which one can you fix? Can you 
fix the border problem? Can you fix the 
welfare problem? I’d like to fix them 
both, Madam Speaker. One of them is a 
little easier than the other. We can 
control the borders and shut off the 
jobs magnet easier than we can make 
the case that we should be tightening 
down the welfare system in this coun-
try. But we need to do both. We need to 
bring the country back within its 
means. The entitlement system that’s 
out there that fits within those 80 dif-
ferent means-tested welfare programs 
needs to be completely reexamined. 

I think Congressman LOUIS GOHMERT 
is correct when he said we need to put 
all of the welfare into a single com-
mittee so they’re responsible for all of 
the programs that we have. It’s the 
only way we can begin to get a handle 
on it. The committee jurisdiction is 
scattered out through multiple com-
mittees, and he knows that better than 
I. 

The big picture that I started to talk 
about in the beginning, Madam Speak-
er, is that we need to identify the pil-
lars of American exceptionalism and 
we need to refurbish those pillars. The 
identification of them become the 
things that we’ve inherited from far 
back in the origins of Western Civiliza-
tion. Mosaic law flowed through Greek 
and Roman law, and the Magna Carta 
that was signed in 1215 established in-
dividual freedom from the monarch or 
the despot that no subject could be— 
let’s say no one other than a serf at 
that time—could be punished arbi-
trarily. They had to have the right and 
the protection of the rule of law. 

We have these guarantees in our Con-
stitution, freedom of speech, and I’m 
exercising it now, Madam Speaker, and 
I encourage all to do so. If we stopped 
exercising freedom of speech, we would 
eventually lose it because it would be 
defined away from us. Freedom of reli-
gion fits the same category. If we don’t 
exercise our freedom of religion, it be-
comes redefined away from us. How 
about freedom of the press? I would 
submit, Madam Speaker, that those 
who abuse freedom of the press, those 
who do not have journalistic integrity, 
are undermining our First Amendment 
right. If every newspaper out there 
printed things that they knew were 
dishonest, if they just drove purely a 
political agenda on the front page, on 
the side where they’re held accountable 
for journalism, or in their commentary 
when they print falsehoods as fact, it 
undermines all of our freedom, because 
when someone abuses a freedom, they 
diminish that freedom for all of us. 

Now, think in terms of this—if that’s 
hard to understand for some folks, 
Madam Speaker, I’ll put it this way: If 

everybody went out there and abused 
the Second Amendment right, it 
wouldn’t be long before we wouldn’t 
have the right to keep and bear arms, 
regardless of what the Constitution 
says. We have to utilize those rights, 
and we have to exercise them in a re-
sponsible way. The abuse of God-given 
rights, the abuse of these rights, espe-
cially in the Bill of Rights, undermines 
the rights that we have. 

But we do have freedom of speech, re-
ligion, and the press and assembly. If 
we stopped exercising them, we would 
lose them. We have the right to keep 
and bear arms, not for hunting, not for 
target, not for self-defense, and not for 
collection. All of those four reasons to 
keep and bear arms are—I’ll say they 
are additional rights; it’s just the 
bonus that comes along with it because 
our Founding Fathers understood that 
a well-armed populace was a protection 
against tyranny. I agree with that and 
defend the Second Amendment because 
that is what allows us to defend our-
selves against tyrants. 

You can go on up through the Bill of 
Rights, the right to property in the 
Fifth Amendment—nor shall private 
property be taken for public use with-
out just compensation. The Kelo deci-
sion took that phrase out of there, ‘‘for 
public use.’’ I think one day, a Su-
preme Court, if we raise an adequate 
objection, will have to go back and re-
visit the Kelo decision. It was an un-
just decision that didn’t reflect the 
language in the Fifth Amendment. 
Property rights is another core of 
American exceptionalism. 

Without these rights, freedom of 
speech, religion, and the press, and the 
Second Amendment rights to keep and 
bear arms, without property rights, 
without being tried by a jury of our 
peers and the right to face our accus-
ers, without the concepts of federalism 
and these enumerated powers in the 
Constitution, that being reserved for 
the Congress and the balance of them 
that revert to the States or the people 
respectively, without those compo-
nents, we would not have emerged as 
the country that we are. We can’t sus-
tain ourselves as a country that we are 
to be if we don’t protect those pillars of 
American exceptionalism. 

In the core of those pillars of Amer-
ican exceptionalism is, as I said ear-
lier, the rule of law. When the rule of 
law is usurped by a king or a despot or 
a President of the United States, it di-
minishes us all, and it diminishes the 
potential destiny of the United States 
of America. We’ve seen, as the Presi-
dent of the United States has decided, 
that he will enforce the law that he 
sees fit, and he will not enforce the law 
that he doesn’t agree with. And it’s 
clear in a number of ways, Madam 
Speaker. The President suspended No 
Child Left Behind. He won’t enforce 
that. He essentially has waived it off 
the books. 

Now, he took an oath to take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed. 
That is in the Constitution, and it’s a 

requirement. He took the oath, he un-
derstands it, he taught constitutional 
law, but he simply set aside No Child 
Left Behind. It isn’t the issue that I’m 
advocating here; it is that a President 
must take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed. 

Behind that, he suspended welfare to 
work. In the middle 1990s, there were 
three times that President Clinton ve-
toed the welfare reform law. He finally 
signed it and took credit for it—okay, 
that’s politics—but one component of 
that was welfare to work. And only one 
of all of our more than 80 different 
means-tested welfare programs that we 
have, or a minimum of 80 different 
means-tested welfare programs that we 
have, of all of them, there’s only one, 
Madam Speaker, that requires work. 
That one is the TANF program, Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families. 
And it says in there that it specifically 
prohibits the President from sus-
pending or waiving the work require-
ment. The President did so anyway. 

Sticking with this rule of law that 
has been so damaged by our President, 
it’s also true with immigration law. 
The immigration law requires that peo-
ple who are in violation of it be put 
into the process for deportation. The 
President has decided he won’t do that. 
Now, it’s one thing to have prosecu-
torial discretion. I agree that the exec-
utive branch has to be able to decide 
which highest priorities are there for 
the resources of law enforcement. But 
when the executive branch—the pros-
ecutorial discretion is always on an in-
dividual basis, not on a group basis, 
not on a clear-the-board basis. But 
look what the President has done. He 
has issued a memorandum, actually a 
memorandum that was written by Sec-
retary Napolitano of the Department of 
Homeland Security, that said that 
we’re not going to enforce immigration 
law. So I’m here to endorse the rule of 
law and stand up and defend the Con-
stitution. I appreciate your attention. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

SUFFERING UNDER 
SEQUESTRATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, the 
sequestration has taken place that we 
were told a year and a half ago would 
not. The President said during the de-
bates last fall it would not, but it has 
taken place, as the President traveled 
around the country demonizing those 
of us back here that were hoping for a 
better way to cut, hoping that some-
thing could be reached in the way of an 
agreement that would have given more 
flexibility, but that didn’t happen. Peo-
ple were too busy going off doing other 
things to be here in Washington with 
us and work out some kind of an agree-
ment. 

One bit of good news, though: We had 
heard from the Secretary of Homeland 
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